Recent work on the multiplicity of masculinities within specific military contexts deploys the concept of intersectionality in order to draw attention to the hierarchies present in military organisations or to acknowledge male 'vulnerability' in situations war and conflict. While it is important to examine the breadth and depth of masculinity as an ideology and practice of domination, it is also important for discussions of military masculinity, and intersectionality to be connected with the 'originary' black feminist project from which intersectionality has been born. This may indeed reflect a more nuanced and historically-attuned account of such concepts as intersectionality, but also black and double consciousness, standpoint and situated knowledges (Hill Collins 1986 Smith 1987; Harding 1986 and Haraway 1988) . In particular, what happens when concepts central to feminist theorising and activism, suddenly become of use for studying dominant groups such as male military men? What are our responsibilities in using these concepts in unexpected and perhaps politically questionable ways? This article looks at recent feminist theorising on intersectionality; several examples of the use of intersectionality in relation to masculinity and the military and finally suggests some cautionary ways forward for rethinking militaries, masculinities and feminist theories.
Introduction
In June 2015, I attended a workshop hosted by the University of Newcastle on the subject of military masculinities, organised by a group of feminist scholars interested in drawing connections between Critical Military Studies (CMS) and Feminist International Relations (FIR). The main theme 'masculinities at the margins' was the organising focus and enabled those presenting and participating in the workshop to discuss how, by looking to the margins of war, scholars and civil society organisations might refocus/better understand the role and effects of gender in practices of war. When I arrived at the small workshop, I met a group of familiar faces from a growing Feminist Critical Military Studies (FCMS) community. The air was immediately comfortable and I began to catch up with old friends and colleagues and was introduced to new scholars and activists with an interest in gender and militarisation. As the workshop began, I sat at the back of a long curved room and looked around. What I noticed is that there were very few, bar myself, scholars of colour/black and ethnic minority researchers attending the workshop. While in the context of academia this is not an uncommon demographic, the absence of black women scholars reoccurred as an issue in my mind as a range of gendered topics and issues arose over the two days, including a consistent interest and dwelling on the concept of intersectionality. The geopolitical scope of the workshop was somewhat broad, and scholars travelled from, and presented on a range of work in progress dealing with the contexts of Northern Ireland to Rwanda and the Middle East. While none of the presenters was centrally concerned with 'race' in their research, critical issues concerning ethnicity and 'race' were raised in a more indirect way. For example, the concept of intersectionality emerged in two significant ways in a variety of discussions: first as a sensitising prompt for thinking about multiple forms of difference in the study of gendered identities within the military; and second in order to understand the unequal and vulnerable position of 'marginal' militarised men within certain militarised settings. However, what was also particularly interesting was that intersectionality was used to present material on men as subjects of research and analyses. Despite this attention to the nuances of identity and power relations within military subcultures, there was not a specific focus on understanding the position of black and minority women in national militaries (Crenshaw 1989; . However, this is not just a feature of this particular workshop. Instead, this is seen throughout the literature on gender and international relations which takes up intersectionality as a concept (Wibben 2016; Ackerly and True 2008) ; as well as the empirical case studies on black women's experiences of the military---which are few and far between As such, 'intersectionality without black women' or what Carbado refers to as 'colorblind intersectionality' became a central feature and point of discussion within the workshop (Carbado 2013) .
This experience has led me to critically assess the use of intersectionality within FCMS and other fields of study more generally. I argue for a cautionary approach to using intersectionality in studies of international relations and militarised men that does not also include a focus on poor black women. In particular, I (re)politicise intersectionality for FCMS, drawing attention to the problems raised by utilising theories of oppression in sites of privileged empirical research and epistemic power. After the workshop, I grew concerned that there was an emerging and problematic appropriation of the concept of intersectionality in FCMS and that this was contributing to a space in which privilege is covered over, rather than revealed and challenged. The very fact of such a limited presence of black feminist scholars at the workshop suggests that perhaps the concept of intersectionality has become detached from identity politics and those racialised subjects for whom it was written.
Additionally, the use of intersectionality to discuss gendered experiences within a globally hegemonic, male-dominated , androcentric and misogynist military; an increasing focus on differences amongst and between men rather than on male privilege and power; and finally to theorise masculinity and men's experiences in conflict zones as quintessentially or even, essentially 'vulnerable', made me realise that some interrogation of the uses (and abuses ) of intersectionality within the field of Feminist Critical Military Studies needed to be developed and shared with a wider academic community.
The article is organised as follows: first, I outline some key themes and issues raised in theorising intersectionality more generally. Following on from this, I
introduce at least two ways in which the concept of military masculinity might be understood and link this to the idea of multiple differences (influenced by a sensitivity to intersectionality). I then identify some of the problems of using intersectionality in 'privileged' military contexts and contrast this with some empirical examples from recent research to demonstrate why it is important to use intersectionality with caution. I argue, through examining nontraditional militarised contexts such as peacekeeping, that while intersectionality can sensitise us to 'differences', it cannot be a proxy for challenging the hegemonic position of militarised men vis-à-vis women in a variety of social contexts.
Introducing Intersectionality: What Relevance for Feminist

Critical Military Studies?
Intersectionality is a concept, theory, and lens developed in large part by black feminist scholar Kimberlé Crenshaw over twenty-five years ago (Crenshaw 1989; . In particular, Crenshaw developed her ideas on the unique experiences of poor and working-class black women in the US context, through the influence of feminist standpoint theory, black feminist thought and critical race studies. Crenshaw highlighted in her seminal 1989 piece 'Demarginalising the Intersection of Race and Sex', the ways in which multiple axes of difference can intersect for some individuals (poor black women in particular), thereby compounding experiences of discrimination, marginalisation and importantly, oppression (Crenshaw 1989 ). Crenshaw's original articulation focussed specifically on poor black women, but was never prescriptive or territorial. That is, Crenshaw did not prescribe that intersectionality as a concept needed to be used in any particular way, or that it could only be applied to poor black women in the US. Rather, Crenshaw's theorisation stemmed from her own social position as a black woman in the US, and was influenced by the work of other black feminists who theorised: black women's everyday life and unique standpoint (Lorde 1984; hooks 1984; Collins 2000) ; women of colour on the margins and borders (Anzaldúa 1987; Anzaldúa and Moraga 1983; Lugones and Spelman 1993) ; and later by those taking up intersectionality in a more transnational manner (Brah and Phoenix 2004; Alexander and Mohanty 1997; Grewal and Kaplan 1994; Anthias and Yuval-Davis 1992) .
Since Crenshaw debuted intersectionality in 1989/1991, there have been a number of critically important responses and attempts to expand her theorisation. Some notable developments include intersectionality not only as a field of study but as an analytical strategy or sensitivity (Cho et al., 2013) ; as a buzzword that should be used with caution (Davis 2008 (Jordan-Zachery 2013) . This is where intersectionality is invoked to understand women's multiple oppressions, but black women are directly or indirectly re-marginalised in these accounts. That is, black women never feature as the central category or group of women under study. The second critique is that referred to as 'feminist originalism' where a tendency to possess intersectionality and dictate where and when it should be deployed within feminist research is seen to be a backlash against the more frequent application of intersectionality (Falcón and Nash 2015; Nash 2016) . Several scholars writing on intersectionality have suggested that the concept is increasingly used in contexts where the history of the concept is unacknowledged, black women scholars or intersectionality theorists are not acknowledged or cited and/or where black women are eclipsed within the research and analysis. What good is intersectionality then, if it is used in such an exclusive manner? This is a point I take up later in the article in relation to how we might understand the limits of intersectionality and the ethical and political consequences of using intersectionality in FIR and FCMS.
In what ways should intersectionality be used? Is it acceptable, for example, for intersectionality to be utilised where its political and historical roots have not been appropriately acknowledged? I argue, that it is disingenuous and highly problematic to use intersectionality merely as a way of capturing multiple differences and their effects on individuals. Intersectionality is centrally about intersecting oppressions or systems of oppression (Crenshaw 1989; . It is already plural and it is interested in the points of intersection, not just the additive or cumulative effects of adding together differences.
In contrast, feminist scholars such as Nash have argued that an origin narrative of intersectionality has emerged, where the concept becomes territorialised in such a way that it is seen to belong only to certain 'authentic' spaces and disciplines. Some scholars suggest that intersectionality should not be exported beyond its original setting---and it is this that Nash takes issue with (Nash 2016) . This would mean that intersectionality would always need to be tied to the study of poor black women and this was never Crenshaw's explicit wish. Nash's evaluation of responses to intersectionality suggest that the concept itself is not benign. Rather, there is a politics to the use of intersectionality itself. In this way intersectionality is more than a 'buzz-word' as Davis argues, it is a whole field of theory and politics (Davis 2008 ). This does not mean that intersectionality can only be used to study a very limited range of individuals, rather what it suggests is that when 'radical' or revolutionary theories of emancipation (from patriarchy, capitalism and racism) become detached from those marginalised within these very structures of power, they may end up serving the interests of the ruling class.
In this section I have briefly outlined the central meaning and use of intersectionality, suggested its adoption into relevant fields such as FIR, and some of the ways in which intersectionality has been further theorised and challenged by a range of scholars. In the remaining sections I intend to return to these issues and debates in regard to militarised contexts more generally.
From Military Masculinity to Militarised Masculinities
The purpose of the section is to better understand how scholars use military masculinity. While the concept has been pluralised and used critically across a range of work within IR, political and military sociology, anthropology, geography, organisational studies, gender studies, and critical military studies, it has taken varied forms in the transnational and global research on gender and militarisation over the years (Enloe 2006; Titinuk 2008; Higate 2003; Dietrich 2012; Belkin 2012) . While it has helped scholars to explain gendered practices within a range of militarised contexts, currently it is predominantly used to explain contradictory practices. The most recent conceptualisation focuses on the ways in which military masculinities are formed based on challenging and colluding gender norms and expectations.
In fact the workshop attempted to engage with the complex range of masculinities present inside the margins of the military as an institution and subcultural field. Recent work on military masculinities includes research on conscientious objection and fratriarchal bonding to acts of torture and ranges to include vigilantism---demonstrating that military masculinity is pliable, plural, and practiced in contingent and contradictory ways in many empirical contexts. Despite its temporal and spatial flexibility, military masculinity is now ubiquitous in academic scholarship and I discuss three issues with military masculinity as a starting point for further discussions about intersectionality.
First, two key works have influenced the development of the concept of militarised masculinity and masculinities, and I acknowledge the specific contribution of two scholars. First Enloe has encouraged scholars to pay attention to the process of militarisation rather than focus narrowly on the ideology of militarism in her ground-breaking work on gender and international relations (Enloe 1991) . In this work, Enloe develops further her concept of military masculinity when thinking about the ways in which military institutions are sites of the production of both culture and gender.
Here she suggests that gender roles are given opportunity and space to play out, as well as to produce extremes---hyper military masculinity being one example. She also points to the ways in which certain forms of martiality (exclusively associated with men) is hyper-valued within most societies and how this contributes to the glorification of men's participation in violence and war. In thinking about military masculinity, it is not surprising then that feminist scholars such as Enloe, began to think about the process of socialising that takes place in militarised settings (Enloe 1983 (Enloe , 2000 . Thus the social, constructed, contingent, fluid and multiple ways in which individuals are produced as gendered subjects, given a prescribed set of gendered roles, and how those individuals identify themselves, and perform gender within military institutions and settings has been afforded critical attention (Enloe 2000 , Whitworth 2004 , Higate 2003 Parpart 2015; Zalewski and Parpart 1998; Belkin 2012) .
Early conceptualisations of military masculinity focussed almost exclusively on formal military settings---that is on national and state militaries. In general, military masculinity tends to be utilised in a range of feminist scholarship as a 'thing' that is carried, possessed or produced as an object through military socialisation and found within military culture (except Enloe 2003). As such, it was seen, in the early inception, as a singular form of gendered practice---following on from Connell's early conceptualisations of hegemonic masculinity (Connell 1987 (Connell , 1995 (Connell , 2005 . Of course the ways in which military masculinity has evolved as a conceptual lens and a site for the military and masculinity (in an additive way) together---rather both are mutually constituting. At times, in analyses it is difficult to pinpoint which is more influential---military culture or gender culture! Importantly, Higate's collection began to pave the way for thinking about militarised masculinities in non-traditional contexts. Thus, work on masculinity amongst rebel groups, militias, gangs, thugs, terrorists and jihadis began to be developed within this sub-field (Amar 2013; Rommell 2016) . This challenged the idea that military values only belonged to fields where there was a formal military setting. More contemporary work is concerned with the drone operator, the military lawyer, the conscious objector and so on (Tidy , 2015a ).
These two tracks of argument have been absolutely crucial to the conceptualisation and use of the term militarised masculinity/masculinities. This is because militarised masculinities mean that the fluid nature of militarisation and masculine socialisation in these frames allows scholars to focus on masculinities in practice and discourse. Rather than using (2015) and Stachowitsch (2015) begins to pay attention to internal differences and inequalities amongst men. What these more recent works suggest is that the study of militarised masculinities has expanded considerably and draws on a range of concepts and theories. This is why it is unsurprising that intersectionality has appeared in the literature. Masculinity scholars have looked towards feminist theory for some time now, and in order to understand the complex theoretical terrain of military and militarised masculinities, scholars have turned to 'classic' texts, including that by Crenshaw and other intersectional theorists. As such, it is not surprising that the intersectional 'turn' should now make headway within the study of men, masculinities and the military.
Critique of Recent Scholarship Employing Intersectionality in 'Privileged' Military Contexts
The aforementioned scholarship on diversity and differences in military and Myrttinen et al., 2016) . While this is a welcome development in many respects, the subfield of militarised masculinities/masculinities in conflict has already undergone considerable contestation in recent times (Kirby and Henry 2012) . Kirby and Henry (2012) , argue that rethinking masculinity must include an account of masculinity that does not relegate men's violence to pathological or essentialist explanations. But this recent work does not take up intersectionality centrally even though it is concerned to challenge simplistic readings of men's practices in conflict and postconflict settings. Several recent pieces of work (partially discussed at the workshop) take up intersectionality in an attempt to problematise gendered, homogenising tendencies in the work on militarised masculinities. However, this work does not sufficiently acknowledge the history of intersectionality nor does it provide a structural analysis of inequalities---something of which is central to This omission is not particularly surprising as it might be that intersectionality has become so ubiquitous and mainstreamed in academic research that it has begun to take on a quotidian feel. Has intersectionality come so far that it has left its black mothers behind? Has it been successfully co-opted into FCMS that there is no longer a requirement to remember and acknowledge its own political heritage? I suggest that recent work on intersectionality could do so much more and that future work should see a return to the origins of the concept not as a disciplinary requirement, but as a way of moving across epistemic time and space in order to engage in a transversal politics (Yuval-Davis 1997) . It could, for example, make visible the hierarchical ways in which gender is manifest in a militarised society and to acknowledge the history of the concept of intersectionality without giving up the possibility to use intersectionality in politically challenging ways.
Interestingly, a similar trend is noticeable in some work on men and vulnerability in conflict affected regions (Myrttinen et al., this volume) . This work uses intersectionality rather instrumentally and more as a sensitising concept in the context of the highly politicised practical space of the humanitarian or conflict space. It draws attention, once again, to the idea that militarised masculinities are not created equally, and that many men experience marginalisation and a loss of power in the face of hegemonic forms of power. In another presentation, this time interested in militarised masculinities in conflict contexts, intersectionality is invoked in order to better understand men's (this time contradictory) experiences of war (Myrttinen et al., this volume) . In this emerging field of masculinity studies is an interest in men, masculinity and vulnerability in conflict contexts.
Myrttinen et al., highlight the ways in which men in militarised contexts may be made marginal and even vulnerable in times of war, where masculinities are suddenly redesigned.
Drawing on the concept of 'thwarted' masculinities, Myrttinen et al., argue that the pressure for men to conform and perform to hegemonic ideals of masculinity can be a source of frustration for men living in warzones (this volume). Men may be subject to militarisation and martial values in the wake of not being able to exercise hegemonic power and agency and not being able to attain the 'dividends' that male power promises (Connell 1995) . However, it is not only thwarted masculinities that illustrate the marginal experiences of some men, but also the 'vulnerabilities' that men experience as a result of societal expectations. Myrttinen et al., use the example of taxi drivers in Sierra Leone and Liberia, who are often assumed to be ex-combatants and therefore treated as militarised men---that is men who deserve to be doled out forms of violent 'revenge' (Myrttinen et al., 2016: 8) . These men, they reveal, are often marginalised because of their current and poor economic positioning. Without significant economic power, ex-combatants and poor men in conflict zones can be at risk of violence and social marginalisation.
Furthermore, challenging the idea that women are only vulnerable and men only perpetrators/predators, the article focusses on the ways in which gender relations subject some men to a stigmatised or compromised social position.
Another example they draw upon is that of male victims of sexual violence (Myrttinen et al., this volume: 10) . Here they suggest that along with Nigerian male (and female) peacekeepers was to improve their reputation amongst locals and internationals, as they believed their conduct and image from previous missions (ECOMOG) was less than commendable (see also Higate and Henry 2009) . Similarly, male military peacekeepers from Ghana shared with me their own versions of their distinctive masculine identities which they felt were in significant contrast to those of local Liberian men.
They repeatedly told me that they believed they had a very different 'African' culture to Liberians and as such, saw themselves as ideal peacekeepers who were able to transfer 'positive' messages and ideas to local communities. One of the reasons for their insistence on distinctiveness from Liberians was that they too had an investment in presenting themselves not as marginalised subjects of the Global South-but as peacekeepers from an elevated and experienced position. Their accounts emphasised differences in many ways, but they actively worked to position themselves not at the geopolitical margins as they might casually be placed by peacekeepers from the Global North, or the UN community more generally, but at the centre. Their position as 'marginal' men was continuously disavowed, and as such this research finding suggests that not all those who might be positioned in intersectionally different ways are without power, or without a desire to be seen as powerful.
What I am arguing here is that there is a complex relationship between identity, positionality and power and this is especially brought out in studies That is, they were able to leave their families and children at home because of the availability of poor female labourers who provide domestic and social reproductive labour while they work abroad. Here, deploying an intersectional lens would better be used to highlight the maintenance of class and/or caste benefits, rather than to stress the relative weight of multiple differences. In fact, the idea of interlocking privileges might be particularly apt.
A finally example comes from the ways in which Indian female peacekeepers adopted a form of female militarised masculinity. While this form of masculinity demonstrated their difference from traditional hegemonic forms, it enabled women to maintain themselves in positions of relative power within their national contexts. Indian women peacekeepers were highly skilled and trained in martial arts and advanced weapons training (see also Henry 2012 Henry , 2015 Pruitt 2016) . They adopted excessive martial military identities and garnered significant salaries as a result (at least in comparison to those opting for national duty only). In doing so, these women attempted to position themselves in hegemonic ways in relation to local women, and to challenge forms of hegemonic masculinity within their national militaries. The intersections of difference for them did not result in compounding oppressions but rather they actively benefitted from the different forms of capital that they amassed through their own privileged backgrounds (see also Henry 2015 ).
An intersectional sensitivity to the unequal positioning of peacekeepers from the Global South in peacekeeping economies provides an opportunity to acknowledge the structural inequalities that feature in global and militarised peacekeeping. Clearly, not all peacekeepers are created equally (see Higate and Henry 2009; Henry 2012 Henry , 2015 . I have argued that while intersectionality can sensitise us to differences amongst male and female Crenshaw has taken up new research to return to poor black women who are also victims of police/state violence in the US through the campaign 'Say Her Name'---which uses intersectionality to examine women's invisibility in larger 'post-post racial' narratives (Crenshaw et al., 2015) . This work has led me to think carefully about how we deploy radical concepts like intersectionality within a field of study that itself perpetuates racial hierarchies (by the employment of black and ethnic minority scholars in IR/CMS/FCMS), and in the ongoing whiteness of syllabi concerned with gender issues in militarised contexts.
1 See Enloe, C. (1989) . Bananas, beaches and bases (p. 44). London: Pandora Press. thinking not only about differences, but about the differences that result in multiple and intersecting oppressions for those who are already marginalised by 'race', class and gender. And for the meantime, that is not, military men.
